le

THE ECONOMIST (LONDON)

4

CPYRGHT

CPYRGHT

FOIAb3b
Sanitized - Approved For Release : CIA-RDP70

PR

MARCE 21, 196k

o reremmee e .

‘ , R T Uniless correspondents specify to_the contrary, the Editor reserves-
M 3 . . R P N Y. “ . ‘y'y .- )
: % “the vight to prune.individual létters to fit the space quailabls -
DD e e R St ettt .

Because the abnormal-acceleration in agri
, caltural growth temporarily offset decelera->
i | tion elsewhere, gross national product grew. :
at the average rate of 6'per cent-a.yedr in the ©

Soviet ILconomy - ;| fifies, with various ups and downs, Even.,

experienced during the first two Five Year.,
Plans (1928-1957). Moreover, when agti«w
. _ : | cultural expansion ran out of steam, gtowth -
‘being sceprical of a recent CIA estimate of |7 of the national product ‘slipped to about § -

+ Soviet economic growth. Whatever this |. per cent in 1959 and to something between
-vague statement is supposed to mean, there L= -
is no basis to it except surmise. ~ ° - /years,

i . The recent CIA report

:;SIR-Y0ur issue of January 18th contains
'an jnteresting case of psychic reporting gone-
- .wrong, Iam described there (page 189) as-

Along with most others who have followed

’ h oy takes up at this -
such matters closely, I was surpriscd when'*. point, but here we mus

t rely on press

CIA suddenly announced a slowdown in
Soviet economi¢ growth, My surprise was,
howevet, not at'the. finding but at the fact

.+ accounts since the report has not been issued
~--so far in any other form. On January 8th -
< the New York Times, apparently the initial

that CIA had finally found it. Although the .»recipient of the report, quoted it as saying .
slowdown has been taking place for a num- .“that “ the Soviet Union’s economic growdt;"
. ber_of years, CIA along with many other #in the last two years has been less than 2.5
analysts persistently failed to recognise its’ :
- existence, Even as late as the end of 196:
reports”  published - by - CIA "~ analysts.
emphasised the high - rate - of - economic*7 2.5 per cent a year, not that it was at this :
growth. in the Soviet Union relative to the:. level for each of the two years, as your story
* West.: Little was said to alter.Allen Dulles’s .reports. Such an interpretation is at least |
_ confident prediction of Noveimber 1959 that., ‘consistent with the statement by Walt W,
“ Soviet GNP will grow at the rate of 6 per’ ‘Rostow in a speech of last August that the's
" cent a year through 1965,” and that * the: Sovict growth rate for 1962 was.* somewhat™
. Soviets will continue to grow:industrially by *"under 4 per cent.” CIA’s estimaté for 1963
8 or 9 per cent a year.,” . ” *“could then .be deducted.to be of the orders
These predictions were not well foundedsof 1 to 2 per cent. : R
i when made and this became even more
apparent in succeeding ycars. The com-
pound annual growth rate in industrial pro

ambiguous, is most réasonably interpreted !

- - Wheri the disastrous ¢rop failure of last
., year is taken into account, I do not sce why
of the fiftics than in the interwar period: hat th N " b
. 19281940, slower in the sccond half of the’ 118" Fhe, ROLCL Boermment Bif not TEeaet:
: ﬁm?s than _m-,the ﬁrSt. half; atid slower "so Jincome,” substituting instcad a figure on
far in the sixties than inthe second half of © «'oross” social product,” a measure that
. the fifties, Beginning with 1959, the annual ;01 des all intermediate as well as final®
growth rate has moved-very-close to the ‘material production and hence is influenced::
average for the entire period since 1913, the by effects of double-counting..” We can be *
. years of war and ‘internal turbulence sure that ¢ gross social product ” showed a™
 included, "A similar pattern exists for the higher growth than * national income” in
“volume of inter~city freight traffic. " 'the official calculations, and yet that growth’
Agricultural  production  has bechaved! Vs reported as only § per cent for 1963. Nof
differently, showing a faster growth rate 1n, ‘official Soviet statistics have a reputation for
‘the postwar than in the interwar years. But;%understating achievements, and’ it is- therc=
this has been' an_abnormal and transitory' fore surprising to find yQur correspondent -
development, rcflecting ' the - once-for-allJiglso guessing that the actual annual growth ¢
ploughing up of the virgin lands in the in gross national product, as defined by::

per cent annually.” The statement, though § -

.- as meaning that growth averaged less than |

CP Peak *agricultural production’ Was “Western standards, has been thcr'cqnt in’

ol | reached in 1958, a year of the last two years—Yours faithfully, ' .3
exceptionally | 1avourabie T o oG WaARREN NOTTERD

rough plateau- since then has now been | : g

broken by the serious crop failure last yeary

niversity. of Virginia.ivse.gn 1m0y bt

" and it seems virtually certain that the future "[We apologineto P — TG
S . ) . | (I pologise to Professor Nutter for our mis. 5.

holds litde prospect Qf rapid growth in th‘s attribution, caused by a straight misreading on.

cent--which still scems more credible than

. area. o ; ; our part. As for the figures, the latest Sovict'
L e e e ] information. leads us to feduce our growth
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